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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -5 , 7-22 and 24-34 are pending. 

Oath/Declaration 

2. The oath or declaration is defective. A new oath or declaration in compliance with 37 
CFR 1 .67(a) identifying this application by application number and filing date is required. See 
MPEP §§ 602.01 and 602.02. 

The oath or declaration is defective because: 

It does not state that the person making the oath or declaration believes the named 
inventor or inventors to be the original and first inventor or inventors of the subject 
matter which is claimed and for which a patent is sought. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 5 and 22 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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5. Claims 1-5, 7-12, 16-22, 24-29, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Silberschatz (see PTO-892 mailed 02 July 2007). 

6. As to claim 1, Silberschatz teaches a method for managing shared resources in a 
computer system, comprising: 

establishing and registering a plurality of objects in response to requests from hardware 
or software associated with the computer system (§22.8.1; p. 753 1)1); 

the objects including at least one type, at least one attribute, and a handle (§22.3.2 ](2; 
§22.4.1 HI; §22.8.1); 

establishing a plurality of message pool objects, wherein the plurality of message pool 
objects comprise pools of free messages that can be allocated (§4.5.2.2 ^1; §4.5.4); and 

manipulating the plurality of objects to effect processing and exchange of information 
(§18.2 HI -2); 

receiving, at a message pool interface, a request by a first task object interface for a 
message allocation; 

allocating a message from the free message pool to the first task object; 
sending the message from the first task object interface to a second task object interface; 
performing processing by the second task object in response the message receipt; 
returning to the first task object interface upon completion of processing (when the 
mailbox/message pool object is owned by a process, such as the first process PI, 
return/reply messages to the mailbox is a return to the first process as well, §4.5.2.2; 
§4.5.4); and 
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returning the message to the message pool interface upon completion of processing 
(§4.5.2.2; §4.5.4). 

7. As to claim 2, Silberschatz teaches: 

establishing a plurality of task objects (§22.3.2 1(2 - 5); 

allocating messages from at least one free message pool object in response to requests 
from one or more task objects, wherein the messages include blocks of information that can be 
passed to other task objects (§4.5.2.2 11; §4.5.4); 

exchanging the messages between the plurality of task objects, thereby effecting requests 
for processing (§4.5.2.2 Tfl; §4.5.4); and 

returning the messages to the free message pool object upon completion of processing 
(§4.5.2.2 Til; §4.5.4). 

8. As to claim 3, Silberschatz teaches: 

the plurality of task objects include at least a task type and an interface type, the interface 
type enabling request and release of messages (p. 1 1 1 Tfl - 2); and 

the plurality of message pool objects include at least a pool type and an interface type 
(§4.5.2.2 HI; p. HI HI -2). 

9. As to claim 4, Silberschatz teaches exchanging the messages between the plurality of task 
objects, thereby effecting requests for processing further comprises at least one of: putting a 
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message to an interface, getting a message from an interface, and waiting for a message to arrive 
on an interface (§4.5.3). 

10. As to claim 5, Silberschatz teaches: receiving, at a message pool interface, a request by a 
first task object interface for a message allocation; allocating a message from the free message 
pool to the first task object; sending the message from the first task object interface to a second 
task object interface; performing processing by the second task object in response the message 
receipt; and returning the message to the message pool interface upon completion of processing 
(§4.5.2.2tl; §4.5.4). 

11. As to claim 7, see the rejection of claim 5 for explanation regarding limitations not 
specifically addressed in this rejection. Silberschatz teaches sending an arm interrupt message 
from the first task object interface to a interrupt object interface; disabling an interrupt with the 
arm interrupt message by the interrupt object; and returning the message to the first task object 
interface (§4.5.4; p. 407 Ifl - 2; p. 409 V - 4). 

12. As to claim 8, Silberschatz teaches: defining a plurality of top-level tasks from the 
plurality of objects; providing each of the plurality of top-level tasks with a private memory 
resource; enabling access of the private memory resource to any subtask created by a top-level 
task (§4.3.1 HI -2). 
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13. As to claim 9, Silberschatz teaches: allocating a memory space to a parent task; 
establishing at least one subtask to the parent task; enabling access of the memory space to the at 
least one subtask; and preventing access of the memory space to tasks not associated with the 
parent task (§4.3.1 Tfl - 2; p. 37 Tfl). 

14. As to claim 10, Silberschatz teaches: allocating a memory space to a subtask; and 
preventing access of the memory space to a parent task of the subtask (§4.3.1 ^}1 - 2; p. 37 ]|1). 

15. As to claim 11, Silberschatz teaches: establishing an object instance for each of the 
plurality of objects; and establishing an object handle for each object instance, the object handle 
referencing a data structure used to implement the object instance (§22.3.2 ^[2; §22.4.1). 

16. As to claim 12, Silberschatz teaches the object handle is a pointer value (§22.4.1 ]}1). 

17. As to claim 16, Silberschatz teaches: 

organizing the plurality of objects as files in a global file system, wherein files in the 
system contain references to objects in memory (§ 1 1 . 1 .2 ][1 ; Fig. 1 1 .2; § 1 8.2); and 

referencing each of the plurality of objects in relation to a plurality of top level object 
types (§11.3.3; §4.3. HI). 

18. As to claim 17, Silberschatz teaches the plurality of top level object types include tasks, 
interfaces, pools, mutexes, semaphores, interrupts, and memory (§18.2; §22.3.2 12 - 5). 
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19. As to claims 18-22, 24-29, 33 and 34, see the rejection of claims 1-5, 7-12, 16 and 17 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

20. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

21. Claims 13-15 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Silberschatz as applied to claims 1, 11, 18 and 28 above, in view of Jaworski (see PTO-892 
mailed 02 July 2007). 

22. As to claims 13 and 30, Silberschatz fails to specifically teach derived object types as 
claimed. However, Silberschatz combined with Jaworski teaches: establishing at least one 
derived object type, based upon the object instance; establishing object attributes for the at least 
one derived object type; and accessing any established object attributes with the object handle 
(Silberschatz: §22.3.2 ]f2; §22.4.1 T|l; Jaworski: p. 91 1J7). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time Applicant's invention was made to combine these teachings 
because both teach Java and programming techniques. 
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23. As to claims 15 and 32, see the rejection of claims 11, 13, 28 and 30. 

24. As to claims 14 and 3 1 , Jaworski teaches appending data structures associated with the at 
least one derived object type to the data structure used to implement the object instance (p. 94 

25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

U.S. Patent 6,553,438 to Coffman ct al. teaches allocating message elements from a 
message pool and returning the element to the pool when finished. U.S. PG Publication 
2003/0126196 to Lagimonier et al. teaches sending a message object, processing the received 
message object and returning the same message object to the originator of the message object. 

Response to Arguments 

26. Applicant's arguments filed October 2, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

27. In the remarks, Applicant argued in substance that: 

a. Since the term "original" means "first", Applicant asserts that by the inventor 
declaring that he is the "original and sole" inventor, this is equivalent to saying that he is 
the "first and original (and sole)" inventor. 
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b. Silberschatz failed to disclose, teach, or suggest all of the elements of claim 1 . 
The previous office action elaborates on the rejection of two of these elements but failed 
to indicate how every element of claim 1 is disclosed or suggested in the reference. 

c. Silberschatz failed to disclose, teach, or suggest "returning the message to the first 
task object interface upon completion of processing... [and] returning the message from 
the first task object interface to the message pool interface." More specifically, there is 
no suggestion that the sent message is returned to the sending process. 

28. Examiner respectfully traversed Applicant's remarks: 

29. As to point (a), the examiner disagrees and submits that the oath/declaration received 
August, 18 2004 states that the person making the oath or declaration believes the named 
inventor to be the original and sole inventor, but does not state first inventor. Since the rule is 
clearly and explicitly requiring "the person making the oath or declaration believes the named 
inventor or inventors to be the original and first " and such requirement being explicitly omitted, 
the objection is maintained. See MPEP §§ 602(IV), 35 USC 1 15 and 37 CFR 1.63(a)(4). 

30. As to point (b), applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1(b) because they 
amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the reference(s). 
Applicant failed to explain why the prior art of record and the mapping of the examiner failed to 
satisfy the limitations in the claims. Therefore, Applicant's argument is not persuasive. In 
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addition, two of the elements were being addressed in previous office action because they were 
emphasized by the applicant and are the only elements separately argued. 

31. As to point (c), Silberschatz clearly teaches "returning to the first task object interface 
upon completion of processing and returning the message to the message pool interface upon 
completion of processing". More specifically, Silberschatz teaches in a shared mailbox/message 
pool object environment, return/reply messages are sent to the mailbox, however, when the 
mailbox/message pool object is owned by a process, such as the first process PI, the return/reply 
messages to the mailbox is also a return to the first process (§4.5.2.2; §4.5.4). More specifically, 
any subsequent uses of the mailbox (object) in exchanging messages between a first and second 
task object satisfy the limitation. For example, given the scenario, P2 processed a message 
previously received (from PI through the mailbox), P2 sending/returning to PI a message 
(through the mailbox), subsequently, PI sending/returning a message to the mail box (directed to 
P2), the limitations are met. With respect to applicant's argument regarding "the sent message is 
(the same message) returned to the sending process", the office is taken the position that the 
message sent and returned are the same message in the sense that they are the same message 
envelope (i.e. SOAP envelope) and does not required having the same content to constitute the 
same message, such assertion can be supported by applicant's claim 7 in which (content of) 
message sent and (content of) message received are different, therefore, Applicant's arguments 
are not persuasive. 
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32. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qing-Yuan Wu whose telephone number is (571)272-3776. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-6:00pm Monday-Thursday and alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
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system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Qing-Yuan Wu/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2194 



